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Please state your name and business address.
My name is Robert C. Schoonmaker, and my business address is P. O. Box

25969, Colorado Springs, Colorado 80936.

By whom are you employed and in what capacity?
I am a Vice President of GVNW Consulting, Inc., a consulting firm specializing

in working with small telephone companies.

Are you the same Robert C. Schoonmaker who previously filed Direct,
Supplemental Direct, and Rebuttal Testimony in this phase of these consolidated
dockets?

Yes, ] am.

What is the purpose of your direct testimony on rehearing?

After considering petitions for rehearing in this docket, the Commission granted
rehearing on four major issues. These issues are: 1) Calculation of the fund
amount using Verizon’s proposed affordable rate; 2) Calculation of the actual
Verizon affordable rate; 3) the appropriate impact of funding primary lines; and
4) consideration of a phase in of the affordable rate. The issues are more fully
described and their scope defined in Judge Woods' Memorandum to the
Commission dated October 26, 2001, which is Attachment 1 to IITA Exhibit 2 on
Rehearing. My testimony will focus on each of these issues and present the

IITA’s analysis and position on these issues.
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CALCULATION OF THE FUND AMOUNT USING VERIZON’S PROPOSED

2 AFFORDABLE RATE

4 Q. Would you please describe the concerns of the IITA regarding the calculation of

5 the JUSF using Verizon’s proposed affordable rate of $22.237

6 A Yes. The Commission methodology for determining what amount of universal

7 service support each company seeking support shall initially receive (which

8 aggregated would establish the initial fund size) is set forth at Page 38 of the

9 Second Interim Qrder ("Order") as follows:
10 "As stated earlier, the results of the HAI determined that a need exists to establish
11 a fund. Under Verizon's proposal, each company requesting funding would be
12 required to demonstrate the need for such funding, through the use of the
13 affordable rate and their current rate. This methodology then considers how much
14 the IITA members are requesting and offsets that amount by the difference
15 between their affordable rates and their current rates netted against the amount
16 TITA members receive from federal funding."
17
18 However, the Order then proceeds to deduct $6.2 million from the aggregate rate
19 of return qualification amounts for only those companies seeking support (see
20 Order at page 38). This reduction is based upon the calculation of Verizon as the
21 Order so indicates at page 33 where it states as follows:
22 "Consistent with the calculations Verizon has provided, the size of the IITA's
23 proposed fund must be reduced by approximately $6.2 Million, plus the
24 adjustments necessary to give effect to the three Staff accounting adjustments
25 discussed in Section G. 5 below.”
26
27
28 The Commission misunderstood and/or misused the "Verizon calculations” and
29 erred in stating the initial Fund size as $6.6 million, less accounting adjustments,
30 plus administrative expenses. IITA Exhibit 2 on Rehearing, Attachment 2 is a
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copy of Verizon Exhibit 4.0, Attachment ECB-2, containing the "Verizon
calculations.” As can be seen from examining that Attachment, it purports to

calculate the amount of additional revenue that every small company in the

aggregate would receive if every company charged the basic rate of $22.23 for all

access lines. On an annualized basis, the Attachment indicates that amount is
some $6.3 Million. Subsequently, Venizon stated in Briefs the amount was closer
to $6.2 million because some companies were not seeking support. (As I will
demonstrate, this estimated reduction of $100,000 grossly understates the proper
exclusion and use of increased revenues of companies not seeking support as a

deduction to the appropriate size of the initial Fund.)

However, use of the Verizon exhibit to simply subtract from the total amount
requested by the IITA companies to determine the fund size is inappropriate
because the Verizon exhibit does not take into account the amounts actually
requested by the IITA companies. The method used by the Commission is thus
flawed in two respects. First, it includes within its $6.3 million total "revenue
increased amounts” for companies which did not seek any USF funding. Second,
the "Verizon's calculations” include a greater amount of revenue increases for
certain companies than those individual companies sought based upon their

respective rate-of-return showings.

Do you have an Attachment which demonstrates these concerns?
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Yes. Attached as IITA Exhibit 2 on Rehearing, Attachment 3 is an analysis that
demonstrates these concems. The Attachment shows the calculation of the initial
size pursuant to the Commission’s methodology (assuming no other changes in
the Order) and demonstrates the error in using the Verizon calculation as a "fund
reduction amount." Columns (a) through (1) of Attachment 2 replicate the
Verizon Attachment except for correcting certain errors contained within the
Verizon Attachment. The corrections to the Verizon Attachment are set forth on
IITA Exhibit 2 on Rehearing, Attachment 3, page 2, and include correcting the
amount of Tonica's residential and business rate, Moultrie's business rate and the

amount of USF support requested by Mid-Century.

Column (1) of page 1 of Attachment 3 shows the corrected "Verizon calculation”
of approximately $6.3 million. Column (m) sets forth the amount of universal
service support sought by certain small companies as limited by their respective
rate-of-return showings. The Verizon calculation is not appropriate for use in

total Fund reduction for the two generic reasons that I indicated earlier.

Can you provide examples of each of the two types of generic reasons that you
previously identified?

The first error is that the Verizon attachment included amounts for companies
which did not seek any USF funding (see Cofumn (m)). For example, $995,470
was included in the $6.3 million total for Geneseo who sought no funding. Ina

similar manner, $110,771 was included for Hamilton and $448,963 for Marseilles.
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Other companies that fall within this category include Clarksville,
Frontier-DePue, Frontier-Mt. Pulaski, Frontier-Orion, Kinsman, Leonore, and

Stelle.

The second generic error in "Verizon's calculations” was to include a greater
amount of revenue increases for certain companies than those individual
companies sought based upon their respective rate-of-return showings. For
example, within this $6.3 million total, $534,910 is included for Adams when
Adams only sought $118,765. The lesser amount of $118,765 was the amount
included within the aggregate Fund size shown in Column (m) requested by the
IITA. Other companies in the Adams' category include Alhambra, Cambridge,

Crossville, El Paso, Glasford and Reynolds.

Does IITA Exhibit 2 on Rehearing, Attachment 3 inciude a correct calculation of
the funding amount using Verizon’s proposed affordable rate of $22.237

It does. Column (n) of Attachment 2 sets forth the correct Fund size using the
Order's methodology before accounting adjustments. That amount is $9,283,596.
Column (o) reflects the amount of the accounting adjustments per the Order.
Column (p) reflects the base initial Fund size afier reflecting the accounting

adjustments. That amount is $8,420,271.




1 Q After presentation of these calculations in the HITA’s Application for Rehearing
2 and/or Reconsideration, are you aware of any party to this proceeding that
3 disputes the correctness of these calculations?

4 A No, to my knowledge, all of the parties to this proceeding agree that these

5 calculations represent a correct calculation of the appropriate fund size reflecting
6 the methodology adopted by the Commission in its Second Interim Order
7 reflecting the use of $22.23 as the affordable rate, an immediate transition to this
8 funding level, and no funding adjustment related to funding “first lines” of
9 customers.

10

11 CALCULATION OF THE ACTUAL VERIZON AFFORDABLE RATE

i2

13 Q. During Phase 2 of this proceeding, what was the IITA's position concemning the
14 appropriate "affordable rate” to be established by the Commission pursuant to the
15 requirements of § 13-301(d)?

16 A, Tt was the IITA's position, as set forth in my testimony, that the appropriate

17 affordable rate should be the existing rates of each of the small companies for all
18 of the reasons set forth in my Direct, Supplemental Direct and Rebuttal

19 Testimony.

20

21 Q. Has the IITA's position changed conceming this issue?

No, it has not.
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Did the Commission in the Second Interim Order accept the position of the IITA?
No, it did not. At page 32 of the Order, the Commission concluded, in part, as
follows:

"The Commission concludes, based on the evidence before it, that Venzon’s
affordable rate of $22.23 per month, excluding taxes and surcharges, s the
affordable rate we adopt for the State of Illinois. No parties refuted that the
majority of Venizon's service territory, particularly the territory upon which
Verizon's affordable rate was calculated, is comparable to IITA members with
respect to customer density, economic demographics, and operational
requirements. The rate is also reasonably comparable to rates in urban areas.
Moreover, this rate is affordable today, as Verizon's customers presently pay the
rates proposed by Verizon witness Dr. Beauvais. Accordingly, the Commission
concludes that for purposes of Section 13-301(d), the minimum affordable rate
must be set at $22.23 per month, excluding taxes and surcharges.”

What is the issue under consideration on Rehearing?

As set forth on page 2 of Judge Woods' Memorandum to the Commission dated
October 26, 2001 (JITA Exhibit 2 on Rehearing, Attachment 1), the issue is as
follows:

"The second computational issue involves the actual affordable rate proposed by
Verizon. The rate was based upon the basic service rate of $16.99, plus an adder
for usage. Verizon witness Beauvais testified that he used a benchmark of 100
minutes per month as the usage factor, which resulted in an additional $5.24 being
added to the $16.99, resulting in the $22.23 composite rate. The rehearing

applications all posit that Verizon's tariffed usage rate is $.034 per minute, which
should have lead to a usage adjustment of $3.40 and an affordable rate of $20.39."

Are there certain corrections that should be made to this paragraph of Judge
Woods' Memorandum based on the existing record?

Yes, there are. Verizon witness Beauvais testified that he used a benchmark of

100 calls per month as the usage factor rather than 100 minutes per month as the
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usage factor. In addition, Verizon's tariffed usage rate is $.034 per call rather than

per minute.

What is the IITA's understanding of the scope of this issue on Rehearing as set
forth in Judge Woods' Memorandum?

It is the IITA's understanding that the issue on Rehearing is limited to whether the
appropriate composite Verizon rate, which the Commission chose as a proxy to

establish the affordable rate for the small companies, is $22.23 or $20.39.

Describe the issue related to the calculation of the appropriate Verizon rate.
Verizon witness Beauvais, in Verizon Exhibit 4 at page 10, calculated the Verizon
rate of $22.23 based on Verizon's $16.99 basic service rate for residential and
small business customers and average local usage of $5.24. On cross-
examination at pages 378 and 379 of the transcript, Mr. Beauvais indicated that
this usage "would translate directly 100 calls, somewhere around 400 minutes a
month, which would be somewhere around what you would expect of a typical

residential one party customer usage."

However, as Harrisonville witness Hoops pointed out at page 16 of Harrisonville
Exhibit 6, the Verizon rate for local calls is 3.4¢. As a result, the usage charge

should have been $3.40 rather than $5.24. This results in a Verizon monthly rate

of $20.39 rather than $22.23 as originally proposed by Verizon.
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Has Verizon made a filing during the Rehearing process concerning this issue?
Yes, they have. On November 21, 2001, Verizon filed a Notice To The
Administrative Law Judge And Parties Concemning The Appropriate Affordable
Rate, which states in part that: "For the purposes of this proceeding, Verizon now
has no objection to the use of the $20.39 figure as discussed in the IITA's Brief
On Exceptions.” Verizon's Notice filing would appear to resolve this Rehearing

issue.

Have you prepared an exhibit demonstrating the impact of the use of the Verizon
rate of $20.39 as the affordable rate?

Yes. IITA Exhibit 2 on Rehearing, Attachment 4 contains those calculations. It
is based on the same series of calculations used in Attachment 3, but reflects the
$20.39 affordable rate rather than a $22.23 rate. The result is a proposed TUSF

funding of $9,858,975, after accounting adjustments.

THE APPROPRIATE IMPACT OF FUNDING ONLY PRIMARY LINES

Q.

In its Second Interim Order, the Commission found that supported services
should be limited to a primary residential line and a single business line. Has the
IITA now quantificd the number of lines that would qualify under this criteria?
The IITA has done so for those companies that potentially qualify for funding

taking into consideration the Order and the Rehearing issues. This has been done

with some difficulty, and depending on the data available in the companies’




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

23

billing systems has been counted somewhat differently by the various companies.
The primary difference is that some companies developed this total by reviewing
individual customer accounts and counting the first line in each account as the
primary or single line while in other companies the total was developed by

counting the first line at each billing address as the primary or single line.

Have you prepared an attachment showing the results of this effort?

Yes, IITA Exhibit 2 on Rehearing, Attachment 5 shows the results of this
counting effort for those IITA members identificd above. The individual
company percentage of primary residential and single business lines to total lines
vary from the low 70% area to the mid-90% area, but on an overall basis, the

average for these companies is calculated at 86.6% of the total lines.

While the Commission determined that only a primary residential line and a
single business line should be supported, it did not appear that this determination
impacted the calculation of the total amount of the IUSF fund. Do you agree with
this determination?

I do. While the IITA does not support the limitation of IUSF support to a primary
residential and a single business line, to the extent that such standard is applied it
should be applied in determining the total eligibility amount based on a
comparisons between the cost of service and the affordable rate, as provided by

statute, and not to the rate-of-return limited amount. In the case of the ITA

presentation, for example, the application of this standard would have been made
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on IITA Exhibit #2, Attachment 5. On this Attachment, the number of lines
would have been reduced to the primary residential/single business count. In
addition, the federal support fund amount would need to be reduced to reflect the
federal support for just the primary residential/single business lines rather than for
the total lines. While I have not specifically restructured this Attachment to
perform the calculations, in summary the results would approximate 86.6% of the
originally calculated $73.6 million or $63.7 million. Similarly, Staff Exhibit 8,
Schedule 1 sponsored by Mr. Koch would see an approximate reduction from
$45.0 million to 86.6% of that amount or $39.0 million, although again this is an
approximation of the calculation. Even using the HAI default assumption results
of approximately $30.0 million, this amount would roughly be reduced to $26.0

million well in excess of the rate-of-return requested amounts.

Even if the Commission were to limit the qualifying lines to a primary residence
and a single business line, should this result in a reduction of the injtial Fund size
or the individual company qualifying amounts below the rate-of-return
determined amounts?

No, it should not. The rate-of-return limited amounts that have been requested by
the companies pursuant to the Commission’s prior orders are just ihat, limitations
on the amounts requested to avoid the potential for a company eaming more than
an appropriate rate of return. These limitations are intended to allow each
company to earn an appropriate return, but to limit suppost so the company does

not recover above that amount.

12
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What would be the impact of providing IUSF support less than that determined by
the rate-of-return analysis?

The immediate impact would be to limit the company to an earnings level which
would be jnadequate and would not allow the company to eam an appropriate rate
of return. In order for the company to achieve its reasonable return it would not
only have fo increase rates to reach the affordable rate level, rates would have to

be increased above that level in order to recover the necessary revenue.

How would this revenue recovery take place?

That would depend on individual company rate determination decisions. One
approach could be to raise the rates of all customers and lines to effectuate the
necessary rate recovery. This would minimize the percentage impact on
individual customers, but would cause all customers to pay rates over the
"affordable” level. A second approach would be to attempt to recover the revenue
shortfall only from the additional lines beyond the primary or first line per
customer. This approach would have the impact of keeping primary rate levels no
higher than the “affordable” rate. However, rates for additional lines would have
to be increased substantially, perhaps to the point where customers would cancel
those lines rather than pay for them at the higher levels. This would result in the

company still not achieving the appropriate return level.




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

Have you prepared an exhibit that calculates the rate impacts that could result if
the rate-of-return determined TUSF support levels were reduced by the percentage
of “pon-primary” lines?

Yes, ] have. JITA Exhibit 2 on Rehearing, Attachment 6 is such an exhibit. The
attachment is based on the calculation of JUSF funding determined in IITA
Exhibit 2 on Rehearing, Attachment 4. The attachment is further based on the
determination of the total number of primary residence lines and first lines of
business customers developed in IITA Exhibit 2 on Rehearing, Attachment 5 and
is calculated assuming a reduction in IUSF funding on a percentage basis for the
“non-primary” lines. It is further assumed that all of the TUSF funding reduction

would be recovered by an equal per line increase on all “non-primary” lines.

What are the results of this analysis?

The necessary increases shown in Column (f) are increases in addition to those
amounts necessary to raise rates to a $20.39 affordable rate. While the amounts
vary from company to company, customers having non-qualifying lines of 23
companies would have potential additional increases of more than $5.00 per line
per month and customers of 16 companies' rates would potentially face increases
of more than $10.00 per line per month. Attachment 6 also demonstrates the
extreme effect on customers having non-qualifying lines of certain companies,

such as Home where the necessary additional increase would be $52.17 per line

per month.
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What are your observations about the potential impacts of these possible rate
increase Jevels?

First, for many of the companies, the potential rate increases that would result
from this type of funding reduction and rate application are very substantial. Iam
certain that there will be significant customer resistance to such increases.
Results may include customer complaints and will likely include reductions in the
number of additional lines requested. This will be the result either of actual
reductions in lines served and reduction in customer service levels, or other
changes to establish separate customer accounts for previously additional lines to
avoid the higher charges. For many of the companies [ would expect that they
will not achieve the revenue recovery contemplated by the potential rate increases

because of loss of customer lines.

Have you made efforts to determine how these impacts may affect schools,
emergency sewiceé, and other governmental agencies?

The IITA did request its members to identify the number of lines for such
customers to the extent possible. While all member companies were not able to
accomplish this task, many of them did. IITA Exhibit 2 on Rehearing,
Attachment 7 shows the results of this analysis. The companies shown are those

companies requesting TUSF funding that were able to identify the governmental

customers.
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As can be seen from Attachment 7, for the 20 companies from which information
was obtained, governmental non-primary lines account for 1,305 out of a total of
7,389 non-primary lines or 17.7%. Taking into account the magnitude of the
increases shown on Attachment 6, the impact on governmental offices, including
but not Jimited to police departments, fire departments and schools, would be
quite significant. Obviously, if these governmental bodies were forced to
discontinue or limit their use of non-qualifying lines because of budgetary

constraints, the ramifications could be far-reaching.

How should this Rehearing issue be resolved by the Commission?

Both the best, and in my opinion, the correct solution is the first one suggested by
the Staff in their Motion For Clarification; i.e., to modify the Order On Rehearing
to include the funding of all access lines. Such a resolution is consistent with the
State's policy set forth in Section 13-103(a) of the Act. It is also consistent with
the FCC's practice of funding all lines. The FCC has considered this issue on
several occasions and continues to fund all lines. The administrative difficulties
in identifying non-qualifying lines is a problem as indicated by both Staff and the
IITA in testimony previously introduced in this phase of the dockets together with
the potential for customer fraud or abuse if rates are different for qualifying and

non-qualifying lines.

While in my opinion the reasons cited above are more than adequate to lead to a

determination to fund all lines, the fact that there should be no financial impact on




1 the size of the Fund or the individual company qualifying amounts, in light of the

2 rate-of-return limitation as discussed earlier in my testimony, makes the access

3 line limitation irrefevant. Finally, while such a result is not justifiable in light of
4 the rate-of-return limitation, a limitation of the Fund size or individual company
5 qualifying amounts would result in the negative impacts set forth in Attachments
6 6 and 7 as discussed above and those impacts should be avoided.

7

8 PHASE IN TO AVOID RATE SHOCK

10 Q. In considering again the possibility of implementing the JUSF funding using a

11 multi-year transition plan what items should the ICC take into consideration?
12 A Of prime importance should be the impact on customers around the state, both
13 those in companies receiving funding and those who are not. These
14 considerations should include the impact on rates as a result of the Commission’s
15 decision and other rate impacts that customers are facing. The Commission
16 should also give consideration to its prior orders when dealing with a somewhat
: 17 similar situation.
| 18
19 Q. Let’s turn to the customer impacts first of all. Before getting to the Commission’s
20 decision itself, are there impacts from other regulatory decisions that will be
21 affecting the total flat-rate paid by end users in the near future.

22 A Yes. On October 11, 2001 the Federal Communications Commission (FCC)

23 approved an order in CC Dockets 00-256, 96-45, 98-77, and 98-166 that
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responded to the Multi-Association Group (MAG) filing related to access reform
and other federal regulatory issues. The text of the Order was released on
November 8, 2001. Of immediate concern to this proceeding was the fact that the
FCC approved increases in the federal Subscriber Line Charge (SLC) for non-
price cap telephone companies from the current $3.50 level to $5.00 on January 1,
2002, to $6.00 on July 1, 2002, and to $6.50 on July 1, 2003. Thus the customers
of the IITA companies will be seeing increases in flat-rate charges for basic local
service of $1.50 on January 1, 2002, $1..00 on July 1, 2002, and $0.50 on July 1,
2003. Multi-line business customers will receive an increase from $6.00 to $9.20
on January 1, 2002. Thus, absent any action related to the Illinois USF, these
customers will be seeing end user increases effective in the months ahead. In
considering the overall need for a transition plan for the IUSF funding, the

Commission should keep these federal increases in mind.

Are there other ramifications of this Order that may impact small Illinois
companies' rates and revenues further? .

Yes, there are. The Orders contain provisions that will generally reduce interstate
traffic sensitive access rates. The Transitional Interconnection Charge or TIC
element will be eliminated at the federal level on January 1, 2002. Changes in the
treatment of local switching requirements will result in substantial reductions in
the local switching rate on the same date. While the interstate and intrastate

impacts of these items have not been quantified at this point in time, they will

cause reductions (which would appear to be significant) in the smalt companies’
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revenues not allowing the companies the opportunity to eamn the Staff
recommended rate-of-return levels submitted in these dockets. This will, in ail
likelihood, lead to further filings in these dockets, or other dockets, and could
necessitate yet further changes in customer rates and/or the necessary level of
TUSF support. I point this out in the Rehearing portion of this phase of the
dockets not only to make the Commission and parties aware of the situation, but

also because it emphasizes the need for an appropriate transition plan.

If the Commission proposed IUSF funding method is finalized, what is the
potential rate impact on end users of the companies that have requested funding?
The rate impacts vary by company as demonstrated in IITA Exhibit 2 on
Rehearing, Attachment 8. The exhibit calculates the dollar and percentage rate
increases that would result if the companies immediately raised their current rates
to the $20.39 Verizon rate level. In either case, for many companies both the
dollar and percentage level of increases are very substantial. In comparison to the
$20.39 Verizon rate that the IITA believes is appropriate, the maximum increases
are $16.46 and $15.64 for R1 and B1 customers respectively. The maximum
percentage increases are 419% and 329% for R1 and B1 customers respectively.
The IITA believes that immediate reduction of IUSF funding to cause this level of

rate increase is inappropriate. In the testimony of other parties filed in the case,

almost all supported some type of transition plan to lessen the impact on

individual end user customers.
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Has the Commission used transition plans in the past to Jessen the impacts of
significant changes in Commission policies?

It has. One of the significant actions the Commission adopted in Docket 83-0142
was the elimination of the intrastate Carrier Common Line charges with a
transition of these revenues to end user charges. This change, which for many
companies amounted to 2 maximum amount of-emer$12.35 per line, was phased
in over a five year period with increases in end user rates taking place twice a
year, every six months. This allowed a significant increase in customer rates over

time without any undue customer rate impacts.

Does the IITA support use of a transition plan in implementing the IUSF under
the Commission’s Second Interim Order?

Yes, it does. The 1ITA previously supported the Staff’s proposed five-year
transition plan and would continue to support such a plan. However, in light of
the Commission’s initial decision to use no transition plan, and in light of the
position of other parties for shorter transitions than five years, the IITA is
presenting a revised transition plan based on concepts used by the Commission in
Docket 83-0142. The plan we propose would involve a transition of the revenue
differential between the existing rates and the Commission determined affordable
rate in six equal increments with interim steps occurring each six months starting
October 1, 2001. I have prepared YITA Exhibit 2 on Rehearing, Attachment 9

which demonstrates the transition downward of the IUSF over this transition

period. The final funding amount would be reached on the sixth transition date at
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April 1, 2004. Attachment 9 has been prepared assuming that the final Verizon

rate used for the affordable rate is $20.39.

What is the major advantage of the transition plan that the 1ITA has proposed?
The major advantage is that it will allow companies to adjust to reduced TUSF
funding while transition offsetting local rate increases at a rate that will be more
acceptable to end users. I have prepared IITA Exhibit 2 on Rehearing,
Attachment 10 to demonstrate the maximum increases in R1 and B1 rates that
would be needed to transition company rates from the current rate to the $20.39
Verizon rate. The exhibit shows both the total amount needed to transition to that
rate as shown in Attachment 9 and the increase needed in each of the six
transition periods. It should be clear to any observer that the level of rate increase
in each of the six transition periods would be much more acceptable to end users

than would implementing the total increase all at once.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes, it does.




\ ' IITA Exhibit 2 on Rehearing
Attachment 1

Docket Nos.: 00-0233/00-0335 (Cons.)
Meeting Date: 10-31-01
Deadline: 11-07-01

MEMORANDUM

TO: The Commission

FROM: Donald L. Woods, Hearing Examiner
DATE: October 26, 2001

SUBJECT: Hlinois Independent Telephone Association

Petition for initiation of an investigation of the necessity of
and the establishment of a Universal Service Support Fund
in accordance with Section 13-301(d) of the Public Utilities
Act.

Hlinois Commerce Commission
On Its Own Motion

Investigation into the necessity of and, if appropriate, the
establishment of an universal support fund pursuant to
Section 13-301(d) of the Public Utilities Act.

Applications for Rehearing Filed by AT&T, IITA,
Intervenors

Motion for Ciarification Filed by Staff

RECOMMENDATION:  Deny Application for Rehearings in Part, Grant in Part.
Grant Motion for Clarification.

On September 18, 2001, the Commission entered an Order in the above-
captioned dockets relating to the establishment of a Universal Service Fund. On
October 18, 2001, applications for rehearing were filed by IITA, AT&T and a number of
Intervenors. On October 19, 2001, an application for rehearing and a motion for
clarification were filed by Harrisonville Telephone Company (which is also an
Invervenor, but represented by different counsel) and Staff, respectively. The
application for rehearing filed by AT&T contains no matters that were not fully litigated
and addressed by the Commission in the Order and | recommend that it be denied in its
entirety. The other applications for rehearing also raise numerous issues that were fully
addressed and | recommend that they should be largely denied. Four matters raised in
the applications and in the Staff motion do, in my opinion, warrant further scrutiny.




00-0233/00-0335 (Cons.)

The first issue involves the establishment of the “affordable rate.” The Order
adopts Verizon’s proposed affordable rate, which is found to be $22.23. The order then
concludes that importing the Verizon affordable rate into the level of funding requested
by the Companies results in a reduction to the requested level of funding of $6.2 million,
a number found on Verizon Exhibit ECB-2. The IITA, Staff and Intervenors all allege
that the Verizon exhibit upon which the Commission relied contained mathematical
errors that resuited in the reduction being overstated. The first alleged error was the
reduction of the fund size based upon applying the affordable rate to companies that
were not seeking funding in the first place. The second error was ignoring the funding
level sought by individual companies based upon the rate of return results. This
resulted in the total fund size being reduced in an amount that exceeded the individual
companies request. An example is Adams Telephone Company. Adams sought
funding in the amount of $119,000, based upon it rate of return results. The Verizon
exhibit, however, atiributes a fund reduction of $353,000, based upon the Verizon
proposed affordable rate. Finally, the Verizon exhibit uses, as a starting point, rates for
some companies that differ from the rates for the companies submitted into evidence by
the IiTA.

The second computational issue involves the actual affordable rate proposed by
Verizon. The rate was based upon the basic service rate of $16.99, plus an adder for
usage. Verizon witness Beauvais testified that he used a benchmark of 100 minutes
per month as the usage factor, which resuited in an additional $5.24 being added to the
$16.99, resulting in the $22.23 composite rate. The rehearing applications all posit that
Verizon’s tarriffed usage rate is $.034 per minute, which should have lead to a usage
adjustment of $3.40 and an affordable rate of $20.39.

The next issue upon which the remaining applications agree is the necessity for
further clarification of the “single access” line basis for establishing the level of the USF.
Staff notes that the Verizon exhibit made adjustments using the IITA base point level of
funding, which was based upon funding of all access lines, from which Staff infers that a
different result might obtain if the single line determination remains intact. Staff
suggests two avenues for the Commission to follow. Either modify the order to include
all access lines or take additional evidence on the number and nature of primary and
secondary lines in both the residential and business context, since this was not a matter
of record in this docket. The additional evidence would also likely include evidence on
the impact that the primary/secondary dichotomy would have on the most likely owners
of such lines including schools, public service agencies and businesses.

The final issue raised by IITA and Intervenors involves the Commission decision
to not allow a phase in of the rate increases authorized by the Order. Noting that the
majority of the parties supported some type of phase in to address issues of rate shock,
the parties ask the Commission to take additional evidence on this issue.

Based upon my review of the applications and motion, | would recommend
granting rehearing on the issues discussed above.

DLW/lw




REVENUE IMPACT OF RATE INCREASE

IITA Exhibit 2 on Rehearing
Attachment 2 ‘

TO VERIZON LEVELS

Bus Vernzon
Access |[Verizon Res| Bus Rates | Res Rate Bus Rate | Res Reverwe | Bus Revenve
Company R1Rates | B1 Raies Lines Rates ° - Differential | Difterential Difterentiat Difterential
Adams $ 12,20 § 13.90 716} $22.23] $22.23 $10.03 $7.33 38,327.63 5.248 .28
Alhambra 16.804 19.71 140 3$22.23 $22.23 §5.43 $2.524 5.663.49| 352.80,
Cambridge 16.49; 18.90) 752 $22.23 $22.23 35.87 33.33 7.660.62 2.504.16
Cass County 20.02] 23.1% 667 $22.23 $22.23 $2.21 -$0.02 5,507.32 0.00]
Clarks vilie 34.97 16.77 101 $22.23 $22.23 $7.26 35 46 1.611.72 ! 54.60]
CR 19,28 21.74] 195| 3$22.23 $22.23 $2.95 $0.49 2.345.25 95.55]
Crossville 16.21 16.89] 149 $22.23 $22.23 56.02! 35.34 3.377.22% 795 66
Egyplian 13.15 15.70] 390 $22.23 $22.23 $3.0 $6 53 25,315.08 2.546.70]
EtPaso 1947 24.76 572 $2223 $22.23 $2.76 -$2.53 4,.308.2 0.00
FC of Depue 21.49 25.85 197 $22.23 $22.23 30.74 -3$3.67] 535.76] 0.00
FC of Hinois 18.7 24.16) 612] $22.23 $22.23 $3.47 -31.93 14,580,924 0.00]
FC of Lokeside 25.53] 29.24 148 322.27 $22.23 -$3.30 -$2.0y 0.00 0.00!
FC of Midland 19.62) 24.33 432 $22.23 $22.23 $2.61 -$2.10 10.954 17 0.00}
FC of Mt. Pulaski 18 19.72 334 §22.23 322.23 $4.17 42.5% 6.726.21 A38.34
FC of Orion 19.52] 24.17| 397 $22.23 $22.29 32.71 -31.94 4.436,27 0.00]
FC ol Praifie 19.30) 24.59| 187| §22.23 322.23; $2.93 -$2.34 2.675.09) 0.00
FC of Schuyler 19.27l 24.81 7179 $22.23 $22.23 12.96] -$2. 6,893 84 0.008
Flat Rock 21.18 24.03] 92 $22.23) $22.29 3105 -$1 B 537 60 8.00]
Geneseo 12.45) 14,89 3121 $22.23 $22.2)| $9.78 3$7.28 60,235.02] 22,7120.68|
Glaslord 3.9 4.75 17 $22.23 $22.23, $18.30‘ 31745 21.777.09) 3:024.04
>alon 19.20) 20.70 232 $22.23 $22.2) $3 03] $1.53 1.878.60] 35406
Grgley 21.44 22.95} 428 $22.23 £22.23 30.78 -30.72 79014 0.00
Hamilton 18.70 18.7 354 $22.23| $22.23 $3.53| $3.5) 7.981.33 1.249.62
Harrisonvilte 17.86 24.94 4013 $22.23 $22.2Y $4.37 -32.71 67.582.05 o.o0
Heney County 17,24 19.74 4908, 322.23 $22.23 54.99] 32.49 6.207.56| 1.230.02]
Home 20.92 ZS.Sj 151 s2223  $22.23 $1.34 -34.27 1.127.91 0.00
Kinsman 4.00] 4.0 B $22.23 $22.23 $18.22 $18 23 1.330.79 145.84
LaHarpe 19,98 22.52 204‘ $22.23 $22.23] 5225 -3$0 29 2,027.25 0.001
teat Rives 2293 2952 88 s2z23|  s22.23 -$2.70} -37.2 0.00} 6.004
Leonoie 1143 12.93 24 322.2H $22.2) $10.80 $9.3 1.447.20 223.20
Madison 19.79 22.86 241 $222 $22.2) $2.43 -30.6)) 3.313.52 0.00)
Marseilles 12.81 15.93 819} $222 $22.2% 59.42] £6.30) 32,310.6/ 5,103.001
Mchonough 19.45) 21.99 480 $22.2 3522.23 £2.78 $0.28] 11,081.0: 134 401
McNabb 18.75 21.904 95 $22.23 $22.23 $3.48 $0.33 1.308.48 31.35
Netamora 20.65{ 25.91 694 $22.2) 322.21 $1.58 -$3.68 5,583.7 0.00
Mid Century 14. 17.72] 595 $22.23 $22.23 $7.25 $4.5% 30.885. 2683 45
Montrose 17.5 20.52, 249 $22.23 $22.23] 34.70] $1.7% 6,603.5 4257
Moultsie 209 34.94 18 s2223)  s22.29) 5204 -$12.79 1,3650.6 o
New Windsor 15.47] 17.11| 17 $22.23] $22.2)) 37.06‘ $5.12 3,318.2! 880.64
Odin 20.21 22.8 132 322.23 2223 $2.03 -30.63 2,058.42 Q.
Oneida 12. 12. 1 $22.23] $22.23 $10.23 $9.7) 4,634.1 1,517.8
Reynolds 13.44 16.44 1”2 322.23 $22.23 $8.7 5.7 4,083.4 7237
Shawnee 17, 21.5 B4 $22.23 $22.23 $4.5 $0.7! 17.458.) 591,
Stefie 5. kX 27 $22.23 $22.23 $16.3 $19.2 1.226.2 S19.21
Tonica 308 32 62 89 $22.23 $22.23] -§8.64 -$10.5! 0. 0.
Viola Home 12.2 4.3 1 $22.23 $22.2) $9.9! 38.04 6.896.1 1,310.52|
Wabash 18.51 22 69 $22.23 $22.23 337 3017 17.026.44 117.64,
Woodhull 13.7 15. 17 $22.23 $22.23 30.47 $6.55 4 .895.66‘ 4.152.80]
Yates City 224 248 10. $22.23 $22.23 -302 -$2.77 0.00] 0.00]
TOTALS ) 21,966 468_845.05 56,586.58
ANNUAL IMPACT 5,626,140.60 679,036,96
Grond Totad $6,205.179.56

* Inchudes $16.99 Basic rate plus $5.24 Average usage,
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dams $ H 14.90 321 $ 223 3 s $ 73 19,327.68 5,248.28 575.91 $534 iS $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Jhambra 3 1t 19.71 3 § 22.23 33 H 2.5 15.683.4¢ $352.80 016.29 $72 L $0.0( $0.00 $0.00
ambridg E I 18.9¢ 34 $ 2223 38 § 3.3 i7.660.62 3,504.16 164.78 S121 -] $0. $0.00 $0.00
ass Cou $§ X 23148 192 $ 223 138 £ (09 -5,507.32 50.00 507.32 $6€ 0 $486,892. 11 $0.00 592.16
Harksville $ u 16.77 22 § 223 3 S $ 5.4 1,811.7¢ $54.60 666.32 $1¢ flo] $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
-R $ 1t 21718 4] 52223 <. 1 $ 04 i2,337.% $93.60 430.90 $2¢ 0 $96,379.2 $0.00 ,379.20
‘Tossville $ it 16.89 561 $ 2223 < I M §.2 3.377.2% $795.66 172.88 $5¢ 8 $0.00 $0.00 $3.00
gyptian s 15.70 res § 2223 < H] 6.t 5,315.4 1,546.70 861,74 $334 $ 5 $1,049.924.4: $0.00 924,12
iPaso $ 24.76 %1 § 2223 3§ 52 i4,308.3¢ $0.00 308,36 $51 2 §0.0t $0.00 $0.00
Cof Dap $ 2 2585 ra4 $ 2223 < I ] 3 (3.8 $535.7¢ $0.00 §35.76 114 0 $0.0¢ $0.00 $0.00
C of i $ 1t 2416 02 § 2223 3 3 FEE X 4,580.94 $0.00 580.94 $174 M $138,622.7. .086.00 $0.00
G of Lak $ 29.24 148 § 2223 ns 5 (0 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 8 $7.648.06 548.00 $0.00
C of Mig $ 1 24.33 87 § 22,23 3 3 3 u 0,384.17 $0.00 954.17 $131 ] $415,910.%0 .839.00 07186
Cof ML, $§ u 19.72 33 $ 223 3 s $ R4 8,726,21 $838.34 564,55 N 0 S0 $0.00 §0.00
C of Oric § « 2817 337 $ 2223 3§ 518 4,436.2¢ $0.00 436.27 352 0 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
C of Prai $ 24.58 N3 § 2.0 NI | 2] i2,675.0¢ $0.00 675.09 $3:2 ‘8 $16,874.9: ,806.00 $0.00
C of Sch $ 1% 24.8¢ 129 $ 2223 39S }o@s i6.893.8¢ $0.00 893.84 $8z 3l $126,924.9; ,703.00 221.92
lat Rock s 2 2403 512 $ 22.23 i3S P18 $537.6¢ $0.00 §37.60 $€ 7 $102.025.8 $0.00 025.80
jsneseq $ % 14.95 158 . $ 2.2 3 s § T4 10,235.02 2,720.88 958,90 $99¢ 0 $0.0 $0.00 $0.00
Hasford $ : 475 190 $ 223 <3 $ 17« "1.777.00 1.024.04 801.04 $297 4 $0.01 $0.00 $0.00
irafton $ Y 20.70 320 $ 223 L <2 $ 1.t +1,878.6C $354.96 233.56 $2¢ 2 $179,109.2. $0.00 ,109.28
ey $ 2 2295 1A § 2223 3 s § (07 $790.1¢ $0.00 780.14 $¢ 19 $504,737.3. -,426.00 ,309.32
lamilton 3 % 18.70 81 $ 22.23 3 3 ] £ 17.981.3¢ 1,249.62 230.95 S 0 $0.0 50.00 $9.00
lanvigony $ 24.84 68 . $220 B s 5 @7 i7,582.0¢ $0.00 582.05 $31¢ $ 9 $253,544.4 $0.00 544,40
lervy Co $ 0 19.74 44 $ 2223 3§ $5 2« 16,207 .5¢ 1,240.02 447.58 $8¢ 18 $147.9170 $0.00 917,04
fome $ 22 26.50 381 $ 223 3 8 3 a2 11,127.9 $0.00 12r. 91 st H $620,008.0 $0.00 ,006.08
Insman 3 ¢ 4.00 73 $ 22.23 3 S s 183 11,330.7¢ $145.84 476.63 $1i i $0.5 $0.00 $0.00
aHampe $ 22.52 301 §$ 2223 3 % 5 (02 i2.021.2¢ $0.00 027,25 $2¢ 3 $189,138.0¢ $0.00 136,00
sat Rivet $ 2 20.52 582 $ 222 23S § (7.2 30. $0.00 $0.00 4 $264,364.0: $0.00 384,00
€onore s 122.83 134 $ 223 B $ $ 9.5 31,447 2 §223.20 870.40 s2¢ 0 S0.0 $0.00 50.00°
tadison § % 22,88 358 $ 2.3 n S 3 (08 i3:313.5: $0.00 313.%2 $3¢ 6 $753,933.7 $0.00 933.76
{arseilles $ 1 15.93 130 $ 2223 38 S 6.2 12,310.6( 3,103.00 413.680 $44¢ ol $0.0 $0.00 $0.00
icDonou $ 1 2195 208 $ 2223 3 s $ 04 -1.081.0¢ $134.40 215.48 $13 2 $837.036.2 $0.00 036,24
cNabb § 21.90 178 $§ 2.2 33 H .3 $1,308.4¢ §31.35 339.83 (314 3 $54,265.0 $0.00 265,04
tetamora $ o« 25.91 534 § 223 B s 3 (38 15,580.7¢ $0.00 583.72 $67 ] $287,551.3 $0.00 561,36
fid Contt $ . 17.n 260 § 2.3 B s § 4 10.885.0¢ 2,68%2.40 574.40 $402 6 $59,263.2 $0.00 263.20
fonirose $ 1 20.52 405 $ 2223 b2 I 3 S 1.3 36.603.5¢ $425.79 029.29 §8¢ 5 $221.553.5. $0.00 553,52
fouttris $ 2 2019 67 $ 22.23 23 $ $ 2¢ #1,360.6¢ $379.44 T40.12 52( '8 §858.096.% 1.209.00 .887.56
lew Winc $ i 7.1 470 $ 2223 3§ § 5.1 13,318 $880.64 198.84 $5C 18 $71.538.9 $0.00 538.92
xdin $ 2 22.86 4 $ 2223 23§ s (086 12,058.45 $0.00 058.42 §2¢ 7 §26,396.9 $0.00 +395.96
neida $ 12.50 153 $ 2223 3 s s 9 14,634.1¢ 1,517.88 152,07 §7: Q $99,615.1 $0.00 815,16
‘eynoids $ " 16.44 160 $ 2223 3 3 $ 5. 4,043 4( §722.75 767.15 $5: n $0.0 $0.00 £0.00
ihawnge $ 1 21.53 37 $ 2223 3 S S 0.7 -7,458.3¢ $591.50 049.85 $21¢ 2 $718.663.8 $0.00 -863.80
itelle $ ! 3.00 75 $ 2223 3 s § 19: 31,228.20 3519021 745.46 52 0 $0.0 $0.00 §0.00
‘onica $ 20.64 34 $ 2.2 PRI $ 1. 31,836.3¢ $141.54 617.87 $2( 8 $36,263.5 $0.00 +263.58
jola Horr $ A 14.19 3 $ 2223 3 s S 8« 16.696. 1t 1.310.52 206.70 $6¢ 34 $14,003.¢ $0.00 .003.80
vabash $ 22,06 517 $ 22,23 23 8 $ 0. $7.020.4¢ $117.64 144.08 320¢ 7] $608,733.0 $0.00 733.04
voodhult $ ¢ 15.68 578 $ 2223 3§ H 4 14,895.6( 1,152.80 048.45 875 7 $34.065.4 $0.00 065.48
‘atas C¥y $ 2z 24.95 (Y24 $ 283 23§ § (7 $0.0¢ $0.00 $0.00 30 $0.0 $0.60 $0.00
TOTAL ).373.46 111,53 B498 § 6320 $1. 2§ 9.283,506.1¢ 56,719 20277
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dams 3 1% 14.90 21 $ 20.29 g S $ 54 i2,112.99 1,830.84 $16. $432 i5 $0. $0.00
vhambra § 1974 M3 $ 20.39 8§ $ 0€ 13,744.37 $95.20 $3, $46 4 $0. $0.60
‘ambridg $ 1t 18.90 4 $ 20.38 3 $ 5 1.4 15.242.8¢ 12048 $6. §$76¢ 9 $18,308. $0.00 $
sass Cou § X 23.15 192 $ 2038 9§ bo@an $922.04 §0.00 $ $11 Lo} 1541.615. §0.00 $5¢
Aarkgvitle $ 16.77 122 § 2039 9 5 $ 3€ 1,203.24 $36.20 31, $14 3 50. $0.00
R $ 1 21.75 '98 $ 20.39 19 8 b $874.5C $0.00 5 310 0 $115,056, $0.00 $1°
ioasville 3 n 16.89 %1 $ 20.33 9§ $ £ 12,344 9¢ $521.50 $2, 334 8 30. $0.00
Gyhtian s © 15.70 88 $ 2039 19§ 5 4.€ '0,185.12 829,10 $22. §$264 $ i8 $ ,120.094. 30.00 S$1.10
i Paso $ 1% 24,76 81 $ 20.30 98 P49 11.436,12 $0.00 1. $17 i2 $25.328. §0.00 $:
‘C of Dep s 2 25.85 24 $ 20.39 198 b(s.4 S0t $0.00 0 $0. $0.00
‘C of iin $ 1 2416 102 $ 20.39 19§ Po@B7 16.849.2€ $0.00 $6. $82 14 $231,402. 20,086.00 $
‘C af Lak 5 oz 29.24 48 $ 20.38 9§ X $0.0C $0.0¢ 2] $7.648. §7.648.00
'C of Mid $ 24.33 197 $ 20.39 19§ (3.9 12.231.6¢ $0.00 $3,; s34 i $508.580. )4.839.00 $3(
‘C of Mt. $ 1 19.72 i3 $ 20,39 198 $ 0.€ 13,758.2¢ $223.78 3. $47 0 §0. $0.00
‘C af Ork $ 1« 2417 37 $ 2039 98 b3 i1,424.1% §0.00 $t. 17 0 30 $0.00
‘Cof Pra s U 24.59 "3 $ 2039 19 § P (42 $885.17 $0.00 - $11 ] $37.033. 18.306.00
‘C of Sch $ 2481 125 $ 2038 9 S (44 12,608 4€ $0.00 $24 £31 it 5180.349. 17,703.00 R 3K
‘lat Rack § 2 24.03 2 $ 20.38 19s (3.6 §0.0¢C $0.00 T $108,477. 30,00 $H
3engsen $ e 14.95 159 $ 20.3¢ ¥ S $ §.¢ 18,902 4€ 7,978.24 565, $79C 0 $0. $0.00
Hasiord 3 N 4,75 190 $ 20.38 39 $ $  15¢ 19,587 4 1705.72 §22. $267 4 $0. $0.00
jrafton $ % 20,70 20 $ 203¢ 19S5 b (03 $737.8¢C $0.00 g $& 2 $197.058. $0.00 $1¢
sridley s 2 2295 13 $ 20.39 39§ 52% $0.00 $0.00 9 $514.219, 34,428.00 $2
tamitton $ u 1870 %1 $ 20.39 19 8 $ 1€ 13,821,0¢ 3588.26 $4, 8§52 0 $0. $0.00
famisom s 24,94 185 . $ 20.3¢ 19 8 b (45 19,126.4¢ $0,00 $39, $46¢ s j2¢] £595.011. $0.00 $5¢
tanvy Co $ 15 19,74 44 $ 2039 9 8 $ 0.€ 13,918.8C $323.70 $4 $5C t:] $186.380. $0.00 St
fome $ X 26.50 361 $ 2039 18§ | I (- $0.0¢ $0.00 il £833,541. $0.00 $6°
Unsman $ 4.00 73 $ 2038 19§ 3 16 31,196.47 $131,12 §1, $1E i0 $0. $0.00
AHsrps $ U 2252 01 $ 2009 19§ oo $369.41 $0.00 s $4 33 $209.030. $0.00 $2
st Rive: $ & 29.52 j22 $ 2039 193 B @9t $0.0¢ §0.00 4 $264.384. $0.00 $2
aohore $ v 12.93 134 $ 2039 9 S ] T.e 1,200 64 $173.04 $1. $1€ 0 $0. $0.00
Aadison $ 22.85 158 § 2030 19§ P24 $814.8( $0.00 H 1 <] $783,918. $0.00 $7¢
Aarseilies $ U 15.93 30 $ 2038 38 § § 4.4 15,899.4( 31,612.60 $29, $3s5¢ 0 $0. $0.00
AcDonou $ u 2195 86 $ 2039 o s (18 33.746.84 $0.00 $3, 344 2 $926,659. $0.00 $6°
AcNabb $ 21.90 76 $ 2039 9 8 5§ s $616.6¢ $0.00 $ $7 3 $62.943. $0.00 St
Aetamons L 2591 34 § 2039 98 $ (55 $0.0( $0.00 B §354.556. $0.00 $3:
Ald Canh $ u 17.74 %0 $ 2039 39 § $ 24 13,046.6( 1,594.60 S24, 3298 ] §166,461. $0.00 St
fontrose $ 3 20.52 108§ $ 2039 9 § (©1 34,018.3( $0.00 M, sat 8 $257,685 $0.00 $2!
Aoultrie $ X 20.19 ®7 § 2039 9 S $ 0. $133.4C $37.20 3 M 8 $876,930. 33.209.00 <
lew Wik $ % 17.11 70 $ 2032 9§ § Al 72,453.4( $564.16 £, $3¢ % §85.714, §0.00 §!
din $ 2 22.86 hat} $ 2039 19 § § (24 $192.6¢ §0.00 13 Y 377 $48,785. $0.00 $
dneida $ 12,50 153 $ 203¢ 19§ $ e $3.600.6 1,230.84 '$5, $6¢ 10 §113,061 $0.00 ]
teynolds $ % 16.44 180 $ 2039 9§ H 34 $3,197.0¢ $493.75 $3, $42 " $0 $0.00
3 $ 1 21.53 17 $ 2039 9 8 $ (14 10,398.2% $0.0¢ $10, $12¢ 52 $810,482 $0.00 $8
ilalle $ ! 3.00 75 $ 20.39 39S $ 1 51,088.2¢ $459.53 S, $1¢ 30 30 $0.00
Tonica $ 1 20.84 34 $ 2039 39 s $ (0.2 $737.8¢ $0.00 $ St 8 $47 544 $0.00 s
fiola Hon $ 14.19 391 $ 2038 39§ $ B §5.624.7: 1.010.60 $8, $7¢ M $32,959 $0.00 &
Nabash $ v 2208 577 $ 2039 3 $ $ (16 $2,604.7¢ $0.00 38, $10: 32 $711,204 $0.00 $T
Noodhull $ 15.68 578 $ 2039 9 $ 4. 53.832.4¢ $628.96 “, $5¢ 7 351,613 $0.00 $
fates Cit $ 2 24.95 724 § 2039 39 8 $ (45 $0.0¢ $0.00 B0 $0 $0.00
TOTAL 4,099.28 51842 § 342¢ $ 4111 $1 2§ 1 823,922 966.719 § 9
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Company ltem Changed Verizon Exhibit Rate Reason for Change

Mouttrie Local Business Rate $34.94 $20.19 Incorrect, based on data request submitted
CR Local Residential Rate $19.28 $19.29 Incorrect, based on data request submitted
CR Local Business Rate $21.74 $21.75 incorrect, based on data request submitted
MidCentury Local Business Rate $17.72 $17.71 Incorrect, based on data request submitted
Tonica Local Residential Rate $30.87 $18.69 Incorrect, based on data request submitted
Tonica Local Business Rate $32.82 $20.64 Incorrect, based on data request submitted
Mid Century USF Requested $ 443,212 § 462,156 Staff Change
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IITA Exhibit 2 on Rehearing, Attachment 6

flinois independent Telephone Association
Calculated Impad on "non-primary” Lines of
Reductions in IUSF Funding Applied Only to Those Lines

IUSF Funding Non-Primary
IUSF Funding Reduction if Rate Increase

Based on Percent of Primary/Single to Recover

$20.39 Primary/Single Line Only Number of non- Reduced

Company Name Affordable Rate Lines Supported Primary Lines Funding
{a) {b) (©) {d) {e) ]

1 Adams $0 85.21% $ - 686 $ -

2 Alhambra %0 91.0% $ - 106 $ -
3 Cambridge $18,309 72.1% 3 5,113 577 $ 0.74
4 Cass County $541,616 86.3% $ 74.453 437 § 14.20
5C-R $115,056 82.2% s 20,454 176 $ 9.68

6 Crossville 50 85.8% $ - 101 $ -
7 Egyptian $1,120,094 B6.8% $ 147,678 419 § 29.37
8 El Paso $25,329 83.6% $ 4,156 350 § 0.99
9 Flat Rock $108,477 88.1% $ 12,931 72 % 14.97

10 FC of Depue $0 88.8% $ - 94 $ -
11 FC of lllinois $11,317 86.7% $ 1,509 642 §$ 0.20

12 FC of Lakeside $0 86.2% $ - 123 $ -
13 FC of Midland $303,742 88.7% $ 34,187 521§ 547

14 FC of Prairie $0 85.1% $ - 164 § -
15 FC of Schuyler $152,646 79.2% $ 31,724 632 § 4.18

16 Glasford $0 83.6% $ - 223 § -
17 Grafton $197,058 81.8% $ 35,850 165 § 19.27
18 Gridley $329,791 T4.2% $ 85,137 372 ¢ 19.07
19 Harrisonville $595,012 83.5% $ 97,937 3,206 $ 2.55
20 Henry County $186,380 82.1% $ 33,275 311 § 8.92
21 Home $633.,541 91.9% $ 51,334 82 § 52.17
22 LaHarpe $209,030 89.3% $ 22,322 118 § 15.76
23 Leaf River $264,364 92.1% $ 20,802 48 § 36.12
24 Madison $783,918 92.8% $ 56,379 115 § 40.85
25 McDonough $926,660 90.9% $ 84,242 406 $ 17.29
26 McNabb $62,843 84.7% $ 9,622 72 3 11.14
27 Metamora $354,556 94.4% $ 19,958 238 % 6.99
28 Mid Century $166,462 93.8% $ 10,252 299 § 2.86
29 Montrose $257.685 88.3% $ 30,224 194 § 12.98
30 Moulirie $593,722 86.2% $ 82,133 118 § 58.00
31 New Windsor $85,714 88.2% $ 10,147 7% $ 11.13
32 Odin $48,785 93.2% $ 3,320 78 § 3.55
33 Oneida $113,062 74.1% s 28,590 154 § 1547

34 Reynolds $0 84.8% $ - 89 § -
35 Shawnee $810,483 95.8% $ 33,756 195 § 14.43
38 Tonica $47,544 90.4% $ 4,585 54 § 7.08
37 Viola Home $32,860 85.8% $ 4,656 121 $ 3.2%
38 Wabash $711,205 86.3% $ 97,320 729 $ 11.25
39 Woodhull $51,614 80.6% $ 9,994 146 § 5.70
Total $9,858.975 $1,164,040 12,691 % 7.64




HiTA Exhibit 2 on Rehearing, Attachment 7

Winois Independent Telephone Association
Potential Impact on Governmentat Authorities

IUSF Funding Potential
Reduction if Number of governmental
Primary/Single governmental increases for
Line Only  Number of non- non-Primary % of total non-  non-Primary

Company Name Supported Primary Lines lines Primary Lines lines

1 Athambra $ - 106 12 11.3% $ -
2 Cambridge $ 5,113 577 260 451% $ 2,304
3 Cass County $ 74,453 437 113 259% $ 19,252
4 Flat Rock $ 12,931 72 1 14% $ 180
5 Grafton $ 35,850 155 12 7.7% $ 2,775
6 Gridley $ 85,137 372 77 207% $ 17,622
7 Harrisonville $ 97,937 3,206 535 16.7% $ 16,343
8 Henry County $ 33,275 3N 59 19.0% $ 6,313
9 Home $ 51,334 82 15 18.3% $ 9,390
10 Leaf River $ 20,802 48 7 146% § 3,034
11 Madison $ 56,379 115 18 15.7% $ 8,825
12 McDonough $ 84,242 406 42 10.3% $ 8,715
13 McNabb $ 8,622 72 4 56% $ 535
14 Montrose $ 30,224 194 17 88% §$ 2,649
15 Moultrie $ 82,133 118 13 11.0% $ 9,049
16 New Windsor $ 10,147 76 9 11.8% $ 1,202
17 TJonica $ 4,585 54 5 93% $ 425
18 Viola Home $ 4,656 121 13 107% $ 500
18 Wabash $ 97,320 721 78 108% $ 10,528
20 Woodhul $ 9,994 146 15 10.3% $ 1,027

Total for Companies

21 with Data $ 806,133 7,389 1,305 17.7% $ 120,666

Proforma Estimate for
22 All Companies $ 1,164,040 17.7% $ 205,586




HITA Exhibit 2 on Rehearing, Attachment 8

Winois Independent Telephone Association
Calkulation of Rate Differential to Verizon Rates - $20.39

Company Name R1 Rale B1 Rate Verizon Rate R1 Increase % Increase B1 increase % increase

Adams 5 1220 § 1490 § 2039 § 8.19 687.1% $ 5.49 36.8%
Alhambra $ 16.80 § 19.71 § 2033 $ 3.59 214% $ 0.68 3.5%
Cambridge $ 1646 $ 1890 § 2039 § 3.99 24.3% $ 149 7.9%
Cass Counly $ 2002 § 2315 § 2033 8 0.37 18% $ - 0.0%
C-R $ 1929 § 2975 § 2039 § 1.10 S.7% § - 0.0%
Crossville $ 16.21 § 1689 § 2039 § 4.18 258% $ 3.50 20.7%
Egyptian $ 1315 ¢ 1570 § 2039 $ 7.24 55.1% § 4.69 29.9%
E| Paso S 1547 § 2476 § 2039 § 0.92 47% $ - 0.0%
FC of Minois $ 1876 $ 2416 § 2038 $ 1.63 87% $ - 0.0%
FC of Lakeside $ 2553 § 2924 § 20.3% $ - 0.0% § - 0.0%
FC of Midland $ 1962 % 2433 § 2039 $ 0.77 39% $ - 0.0%
FC of Prairie $ 1930 § 2459 § 2039 § 1.09 56% § - 0.0%
FC of Schuyler $ 1927 % 2481 § 2039 § 1.12 58% § - 0.0%
Flal Rock 5 2118 § 2403 § 2038 § - 0.0% $ - 8.0%
Glasford $ 393 § 475 § 2039 % 16.46 418.8% $ 15.84 329.3%
Grafton $ 1920 § 2070 § 2039 § 1.19 6.2% $ - 0.0%
Gridley $ 2145 § 2295 § 2039 § . 0.0% $ - 0.0%
Rarrisonville $ 17.86 § 2484 § 2038 § 2.53 142% $ - 0.0%
Henry County $ 1724 § 1974 § 2033 $ 3.15 183% § 0.65 3.3%
Home 3 2092 $ 2650 § 2039 § - 00% $ - 0.0%
LaHarpe $ 1998 § 2252 § 2039 $ 0.41 2.1% $ - 0.0%
Leaf River 3 2493 § 2952 §$ 2039 § - 00% § - 0.0%
Madison $ 1979 § 2285 § 2039 § 0.80 3.0% $ - 0.0%
McDoncugh 3 1945 § 2195 § 2039 § 0.94 48% $ - 0.0%
McNabb $ 18.75 $ 2190 § 2038 § 1.64 87% $ - 0.0%
Metamora $ 2065 § 2581 % 2038 § - 00% $ - 0.0%
Mid Century 3 1498 & 17.71 § 2039 § 5.41% 36.1% $ 2868 15.1%
Montrose $ 17.53 § 2052 § 2039 § 2.86 16.3% $ - 0.0%
Moultrie $ 2019 § 20,18 § 2033 § 0.26 1.0% § 0.20 1.0%
New Windsor $ 1517 § 1741 $ 2039 $ 5.22 384% § 3.28 19.2%
Qdin 3 20.20 § 22386 § 20.39 $ 0.18 09% $ - 0.0%
Oneida 3 1200 § 12.50 § 2039 § 8.39 69.9% $ 7.89 63.1%
Reynolds 3 1344 § 1644 § 2039 § 6.95 51.7% $ 3.95 24.0%
Shawnee 3 1768 § 2153 § 2039 § 2.7 15.3% $ - 0.0%
Tonica § 18.69 § 2064 $ 2039 § 1.70 %1% $ - 0.0%
Viola Home $ 1225 § 1419 § 2038 $ 8.14 66.4% $ 6.20 43.7%
Wabash $ 1851 § 2206 § 2038 § 1.88 102% $ - 0.0%
Woodbull $ 1376 § 1568 § 2038 $ 6.63 48.2% $ 4.7 30.0%
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INTA Exhibit 2 on Rehearing, Attachment 10
fflinois Independent Telephone Association
Calculation of Maximum Potential Rate Increases to Verizon $20.39 Rate
IITA Six-Period Transition Plan

Maximum Potential Rt R1 Transition Impact -  Maximum Potential B1 ~ B1 Transition Impact -

Company Name Increase 1/6 of Maximum Increase 1/6 of Maximum
Adams $ 819 $ 137 % 539 % 0.90
Alhambra $ 359 $ 060 $ 058 $ 0.10
Cambridge $ 309 § 067 $ 139 § 0.23
Cass County $ 037 % 006 $ - $ -
C-R $ 140 $ 018 $ - $ -
Crossville $ 418 $ 070 % 340 $ 0.57
Egyptian $ 724§ 121 $ 459 $ 0.77
El Paso $ 092 $ 015 $ - $ -
FC of Hinois $ 163 § 027 $ - $ -
FC of Lakeside $ - $ - $ - $ -
FC of Midland 3 077 $ 013 $ - $
FC of Prairie $ 109 $ 018 $ - $ -
FC of Schuyler $ 112 § 019 $ - $ -
Flat Rock $ - $ - $ - $ -
Glasford $ 1646 $ 274 §$ 1554 $ 2.59
Grafton $ 118 $ 020 $ - $ -
Gridley $ - $ - $ - $ -
Harrisonville $ 253 % 042 $ - $ -
Henry County $ 315 $ 053 $ 055 $ 0.09
Home $ - $ - $ - $ -
taHarpe $ 041 $ 007 $ - $ -
Leaf River $ -3 - $ - -
Madison $ 060 % 010 § - $ -
McDonough $ 094 § 016 $ - $ -
McNabb $ 164 $ 027 § - 3 -
Metamora $ - $ - S - $ -
Mid Century $ 541 $ 090 $ 258 $ 0.43
Montrose $ 286 $ 048 $ - 8 -
Moultrie $ 020 $ 003 $ 010 $ 0.02
New Windsor $ 522 § 087 $ 348 $ 053
Qdin $ 019 § 003 $ - $ -
Oneida $ 839 $ 140 $ 779 $ 1.30
Reynolds $ 695 $ 116 $ 385 $ 064
Shawnee $ 271§ 045 $ - $ -
Tonica $ 170 $ 028 § - $ -
Viola Home $ 814 $ 136 §$ 6.10 § 1.02
Wabash $ 188 § 031 § - 8 -
Woodhull $ 663 $ 111§ 461 $ 0.77
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STATE OF ILLINOIS

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION

CERTIFICATE
Re: 00-0233

I, Elizabeth A. Rolando, do hereby certify that | am Chief Clerk of the lllinois
Commerce Commission of the State of lllinois and keeper of the records and seal of
said Commission with respect to all matters except those governed by Chapters 18a

and 18c of The lllinois Vehicle Code.

I further certify that the above and foregoing is a true, correct and complete copy

of the exhibit marked IITA Exhibit 2 on Rehearing at the hearing on December 18, 2001.

Given under my hand and seal of said lllinois Commerce Commission at

Springfield, lllinois, on January 15, 2003.

é%{jﬂm W%fo

Chief Clerk




